Four issues regarding the OT and NT use of the OT are left untreated in chapter one: (1) text or tradition, (2) quoted text-form, (3) intertextuality, and (4) post-biblical interpretation. Since only intertextuality will be examined here, readers are referred to some representative references for further study.839 Recent trend of both OT and NT studies reveals the extensive use of intertextuality as a mode of understanding when one text is quoted or alluded to in another text. Is intertextuality the same as innerand inter-biblical interpretation? This question deserves a detailed investigation.
Therefore, in a broad sense, one should not look at intertextuality merely for its role in interpreting literature but also for its role in "social practice and cultural expression."850 Its usage in the literary domain in biblical studies, however, is our primary interest.
In literature, Plett has argued that there are three camps leaning toward intertextuality:851 the progressives, the traditionalists, and a third group, the antiintertextualists. The progressives are the poststructuralists, deconstructionists, or postmodernists, who fail to provide any system for textual analysis, and who are limited to a few scholars. The traditionalists are mainly conventional literary scholars; they are neither linguists nor semioticians, and they tend to use intertextuality to improve their methodologies. To their credit, they have succeeded in making intertextuality more applicable; unfortunately, due to their narrow methodological focus, they have failed to release the dynamics embedded in intertextuality. The third group is comprised of anti-intertextualists, whose negative attitude toward intertextuality can be expressed in two ways: (1) they accuse progressives of being too subjective and irrational, and therefore unscientific, and (2) they oppose the traditionalists' pragmatic approach. They argue that they themselves have been working with intertextuality all along. In despair, Plett concludes:
Intertextuality is put through the critical mills, accused of being incomprehensible on the one hand and old wine in the new bottles on the other hand. One opponent asserts that he does not understand anything, the other insists on having known it all the time. So many intertextualists, so many anti-intertextualists -that is the result.852
While the status of intertextuality in general is equivocal, its application to biblical studies is confusing. Intertextuality in biblical studies was first introduced in two major works in 1989, as Moyise has observed.853 Then Moyise delineated the use of this term, which covers a wide range of biblical studies from source criticism, Jewish midrash, typology, Fishbane's "inner biblical exegesis," and the literary critic's "deep intertextuality," to reader-response criticism.854 Considering the wide range covered by the term "intertextuality," there are several issues at stake here: (1) methodologies, (2) its relationship with other disciplines and (3) its application to biblical interpretation.
A1.2.1 Methodologies Used by Intertextuality
Not much attention has been paid to the methodologies employed by intertextuality. O'Day provides a brief discussion on methodology:855 it ranges from Freudian psychology as advocated by Bloom856 and rhetorical criticism in the work of Hollander in terms of echo,857 to semiotics in Riffaterre858 and Genette's works.859 Based on O'Day's discussion, a question is posed: is there a consistent methodology used by intertextuality? The answer is probably not, as observed by Ann Jefferson when she aptly comments:
The concept of intertextuality has now become thoroughly absorbed into the literary system as a condition of textuality in general. Consequently, this radical re-thinking of the relation between texts and their origins as a re-writing of existing texts does not yield a particular critical methodology or an identifiable line of theoretical reasoning.860
On a pragmatic level, the methodology of intertextuality is no more than a semantic (inter-)relationship between two texts. For example, Ellen van Wolde, in her study of the Ruth and Tamar narrative texts, discusses intertextuality, but her procedure in studying the relationship of these two texts is no more than noting their "shared semantic features."861 Therefore, intertextuality, at its worst, could be called methodological anarchy and at its best, could be called another form of literarysemantic analysis. 
A1.2.2 Its Relationship with Other Disciplines
As previously noted by Moyise, intertextuality is a disconcerting concept, its ambivalence extending to relationships with other disciplines. For instance, both Buchanan and Boyarin equate it with midrash,862 with the latter taking one step further. Initially refusing to define intertextuality, Boyarin puts it in the shadow of canonical approach (as framed by Childs), and reluctantly concedes:
Were I to attempt to define midrash at this point, it would perhaps be radical intertextual reading of the canon, in which potentially every part refers to and is interpretable by every other part.863
Other scholars see intertextuality in light of semiotics.864 After surveying the current but conflicting notions of intertextuality, Hans-Peter Mai remarks: "All in all, discussions of intertextuality seem to be most comfortably localized within the wide domain of contemporary semiotics. . . ."865 Plett argues for a three-fold semiotic perspective to analyze intertext: syntactical, pragmatical and semantical; and emphasizes that each perspective cannot be considered in isolation. 866 Another area that intertextuality seems to overlap with is redaction criticism.867 Speaking from the NT perspective (especially using Mark 13 as a case study), Willem Vorster contends that there are major differences between redaction criticism (Redaktionsgeschichte) and intertextuality.868 While redaction criticism is primarily an author-centered approach (focusing on the redactor and his activities), intertextuality is reader-oriented (alerting the readers to assign meaning to the text). Furthermore, while redaction criticism is a "form of source-influence study"869 assuming the existence of an oral and written source or tradition behind the text, intertextuality is a text theory based on a "finished" text in relation to another text. As Vorster surmises,"All texts can be regarded as the rewriting of previous texts, and also intertextuality.877 As we have mentioned earlier, there is no consensus regarding their relationships, workable definitions, and methodologies employed to study them.
So far, we have listed some of the issues involving intertextuality. In our opinion, these issues cannot be resolved easily. Nonetheless, we will offer some of our evaluations of intertextuality as follows.
First, there are certain benefits to applying intertextuality to biblical study. Moyise is correct that "a text cannot be studied in isolation. It belongs to a web of texts which are (partially) present whenever it is read or studied."878 This is especially true of the study of Scripture because the present canon provides a framework or boundary for text comparison.
Second, its strength, however, is also its weakness. Proponents of intertextuality have not sufficiently discussed the criteria to determine the existence of intertextuality between two or more texts. It is conceivable that not every text will have a pre-text, and every text should be read in its own right before comparing it to other texts. It is observed that whether intertextuality exists in two texts depends on an interpreter who detects an existence of quotation, allusion, or echo in a later text. Intertextuality is seen mostly as equivalent to allusion and echo.879 Nonetheless, the confusing definitions offered for quotation, allusion, and echo -especially the last two -have not helped in the application of intertextuality to biblical studies (see our chapter 1 "How a Text is Quoted").
Third, the historical factor in biblical study is neglected. Viewed mainly as a synchronic approach, intertextuality by and large ignores the historical difference between two texts. Therefore, as Charlesworth proposed, it should be used as a supplementary method to biblical criticism.880
